
BEFORE

THE PUBLIC SERVICE CONFIISSION OF

SOUTH CAROLINA

DOCKET NO. 96-391-E — ORDER NO. 97-13

JANUARY 6, 1997

IN RE". Request of Duke Power Company for
Approval to Revise Schedule PL (SC)
Street and Public Lighting Service.

) ORDER.

) APPROVING
) REVISED
) SCHEDULE

This matter comes before the Public Service Commission of

South Carolina (the Commission) on the December 16, 1996 request

of Duke Power Company (Duke) for approval of a revision to its
Schedule PL (SC) which has been revised to correct an omission

concerning the adder for standard mast-arm metal poles with

a luminaire. Duke notes that the Explanatory Note (c) presently

contained in the Schedule, describes the charges for mast-arm

metal poles with and without a luminaire. The statement correctly

describes that 1.7': times the installed cost difference applies to

the pole without a luminaire, but fails to include the phrase

regarding the 1.7': adder in the sentence regarding these poles

with a luminaire. The revenues approved in Duke's last rate case

did correctly include the 1.7': adder; therefore, customers have

been billed in accordance with the revenues approved in that case.

According to Duke, this proposed revision is to correct the

obvious text error to show the consistent application of the adder

to the standard mast-arm metal pole whether it has a luminaire on
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it or not.

The Commission has examined this matter, and agrees that the

revision proposed to Schedule PL (SC) should be approved as filed.

Duke shall file ten (10) copies of the revised Schedule as

approved within ten (10) days of its receipt of this Order.

This Order shall remain in full force and effect until

further Order of the Commission.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION:

qadi

Chairhian

ATTEST:

Executive Director

(SEAL)
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